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Gray (1845) occupied the nomen Lyperosaurus (p. 145, and later,
on p. 283, in the index) and subsequently Luperosaurus (p. 163)
for a genus of Southeast Asian gekkonid lizards. The root ‘Lyper,’
Greek for ‘difficult’ or ‘vexing,’ is presumably for sharing charac-
ters of Amydosaurus Gray, 1845 (synonymous with Lepidodactylus
Fitzinger, 1843 and Ptychozoon Kuhl and van Hasselt, 1822). The
type species of the genus is Luperosaurus cumingii Gray, 1845,
by monotypy. The content of Luperosaurus has been reviewed by
Boulenger (1885), W. C. Brown and Alcala (1978), Russell (1979),
and R. M. Brown and Diesmos (2000), and the latter nomen ap-
pears in checklists compiled by Kluge (1991, 1993, 2001), Rösler
(2000), Welch (1994), Welch et al. (1990), and Wermuth (1966),
but none of these reviews or lists give reference to the other origi-
nal spelling (Lyperosaurus) of the generic nomen. In the most re-
cent checklist of constituent species of the genus, Kluge (2001)
recognized eight species within the genus, including Luperosaurus
browni Russell, 1979 and Luperosaurus yasumai Ota, Sengoku,
and Hikida, 1996, from the Sundas, Luperosaurus iskandari R.
M. Brown et al., 2000, from Sulawesi, and brooksii Boulenger,
1920, cumingii Gray, 1845, joloensis Taylor, 1918, macgregori
Stejneger, 1907 and palawanensis W. C. Brown and Alcala, 1978,
from the Philippines (Brown and Alcala 1978).
Although the lack of citation of the nomen Lyperosaurus by
Boulenger (1885:181), in the next monograph of the lizard collec-
tion of the British Museum (Natural History) can be interpreted
that the name is a lapsus calami, argument against include its in-
clusion on p. 283 of the index of the work by Gray (1845), which
notes its usage on p. 163 (where it is spelled Luperosaurus). The
manuscript of the original work does not exist at The Natural His-
tory Museum, London, and Gray’s annotated copy of the printed
work (kindly examined by C. J. McCarthy at my request) has no
corrections or remarks concerning these nomina.
Article 24.2.3 of the International Code of Zoological Nomen-
clature (International Commission of Zoological Nomenclature,
1999, hereafter, The Code) states that if more than a single origi-
nal spelling for the same taxon exists, the first author to cite them
together can select one spelling as correct (the First Reviser Prin-
ciple), whereupon the other original spelling is incorrect and there-
fore unavailable. No such selection has ever been made. In accor-
dance with Article 24.2.3 and Recommendation 24a of The Code,
which states that the selection should be the one that “best serves
stability and universality of nomenclature,” I here select, as First
Reviser, the nomen Luperosaurus Gray, 1845 as valid for the taxon,
instead of Lyperosaurus. The spelling Lyperosaurus, with this ac-
tion and in conformance with that article, has no nomenclatural
status.
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The Cuban snake Tropidophis fuscus Hedges and Garrido, 1992
was described from two specimens from Minas Amores (Baracoa
municipality) and Cruzata (Yateras municipality), both in
Guantánamo Province, eastern Cuba (Hedges and Garrido 1992).
Until now, this species has been included only in checklists (Powell
et al. 1996; Estrada and Ruibal 1999; Fong and Navarro 2001)
and in range extension notes (Fong 2000, 2002). Because of the
rarity of this species, herein I report new data on the seven speci-
mens included in those range extensions, all of which have been
deposited in the herpetological collection of BIOECO in Santiago
de Cuba (BSC.H) and “Carlos de la Torre” Natural History Mu-
seum in Holguín (MHNH). Data on localities, dates of collection,
and collectors of these specimens have been published elsewhere
(Fong 2000, 2002).
Specimens from El Toldo plateau, northeastern Cuba (Fong
2000), were collected by day, coiled under stones, where they were
apparently inactive; one male (BSC.H 2026) was partially under-
ground. This locality is a mixture of pine forest (Pinus cubensis)
and broadleaf woods growing in a red lateritic soil, similar to the
type locality (Hedges and Garrido 1992). The specimen from
Sabana, Guantánamo Province (Fong 2002) was collected under a
fallen tree trunk along the edge of a coffee plantation in a
semideciduous woodland.
Two captive specimens underwent color changes similar to those
observed in other species of the genus (Hedges et al. 1989; Rehák
1987). This was not observed in the type specimens, perhaps due
to their brief time in captivity (Hedges and Garrido 1992). At night
and with lights off, the two snakes were very light, almost gray,
with very dark dorsal blotches. During the day or with lights on,
the snakes had the dark coloration described for the type speci-
mens (Hedges and Garrido 1992). When first captured, all indi-
viduals showed this dark pattern.
The new material of T. fuscus conforms well with the meristic
and morphometric characteristics of the type specimens (Table 1),
except that they expand the range of postocular scale numbers
(from 3 to 2–4), subcaudal scale numbers (from 32 to 30–36), and
dorsal rows of blotches (from 8 to 6–8, although only one speci-
men had six rows).
As in other species of Tropidophis (Schwartz and Marsh 1960),
males of T. fuscus have one spur on each side of the vent. Females
lack these spurs and tend to be larger than males. Except for MHNH
w/n (original number AFG 369), the other two males have shorter
snout-vent lengths than the two females (Table 1). The female
holotype remains the largest known specimen. Males tend to have
longer tails (14.5–17.8% of SVL) than females (11.2–11.6% of
SVL), in contrast with the difference in SVL.
The female I collected was maintained in captivity and gave
birth on 12 October 1996 to three neonates (BSC.H 750–752).
The female weighed 7 g immediately after parturition, whereas
the neonates weighed 0.75 g each. Measurements and counts of
the young are given in Table 1. The only data about reproduction
are those given by Hedges and Garrido (1992), who noted that the
holotype (MNHNCU 2705) contained four or five well-developed
young (they could not determine the exact number).
The neonates have a similar coloration pattern to that of the
adults, except that the dorsal body blotches are surrounded by a
few faint whitish scales (not present in adults), tail tips are bright
yellow (no differently colored than body in adults), tops of the
heads are brownish yellow (uniformly dark brown or black in
TABLE 1. Measurements (in mm), counts, and proportions of Tropidophis fuscus. Data for the holotype and paratype are from Hedges and
Garrido (1992). All specimens with dorsal scales weakly keeled and parietal scales not in contact. F = female, M = male, J = juvenile,
SVL = snout-vent length, TL = tail length, V = ventrals, S = subcaudals, SL = supralabials, IL = infralabials, P = preoculars, O =
postoculars, DS = dorsal scales, DB = dorsal body blotches, LR = longitudinal rows at midbody, ED = eye diameter, HW = head width,
NW = neck width.
SVL TL V S SL IL P O DS DB LR ED/HW HW/NW
BSC.H 753 (F) 258 30 177 31 9 11 1:1 3:2 21-23-15 46 8 0.30 2.11
BSC.H 2026 (M) 223 36 169 36 10 11 1:1 3:3 24-23-17 48 6 0.26 1.80
MHNH w/n (M) 287 42 170 30 9 10 1:1 3:3 23-23-16 52 8 — —
BSC.H 1730 (M) 247 44 181 34 10 11 1:1 3:4 23-23-18 52 8 0.32 1.99
BSC.H 751 (J) 110 11 175 30 10 10 1:1 2:3 22-23-15 — — — —
BSC.H 752 (J) 113 8 178 32 10 10 1:1 3:3 23-23-17 — — — —
MNHNCu 2705 (F)* 304 34 185 32 10 11 2:2 3:3 23-23-16 46 8 0.33 1.83
USNM 309777 (M)** 220 32 160 32 10 11 1:2 3:3 23-23-19 43 8 0.30 1.99
* Holotype, ** Paratype
